To help communities recover from the foreclosure crisis, Congress enacted a set of policies known as the Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP). NSP's objective was to mitigate the impact of foreclosures on neighboring properties, through reducing the stock of distressed properties and removing sources of visual blight. This paper presents evidence on production outcomes achieved through the second round of NSP funding (NSP2), and discusses the housing market context under which the program operated from 2010 to 2013. Two key findings emerge. First, local grantees undertook quite different approaches to NSP2. The type and scale of activity, expenditures per property and spatial concentration vary widely across grantees. Second, census tracts that received NSP2 investment had poor economic and housing market conditions prior to the program, but generally saw improved housing markets during the program's implementation period, as did non-NSP2 tracts in the same counties. Based on these findings, we outline topics and suggested approaches for additional research.
Introduction
The U.S. housing market experienced unusually volatile cycles over the past 15 years.
The S&P/Case Shiller National Home Price index increased by 80 percent from 2000 to 2006, accompanied by construction booms in many parts of the country. These gains ended abruptly with a surge in mortgage defaults and foreclosure filings during [2006] [2007] [2008] [2009] , and price declines of more than 30 percent. The tsunami of foreclosures and subsequent housing collapse created ripples throughout the financial system, precipitating the longest U.S. recession since the Great Depression. However, these national statistics conceal large geographic variations in housing market conditions prior to and during the foreclosure crisis (Brown et al 2012) . Not all localities benefitted from rising prices during the boom, and some cities and neighborhoods experienced disproportionate impacts from foreclosures. Financial distress from the housing market collapse was particularly prevalent among older, central city neighborhoods in Rust Belt cities such as Cleveland and Detroit, as well as among newly built exurban fringes in the "Sand States" of Florida, California, Arizona, and Nevada.
Federal and local policymakers adopted a number of programs to mitigate impacts of the foreclosure crisis and repair damage to affected borrowers, financial institutions, and communities. For instance, direct financial assistance to banks attempted to ensure the stability of the overall financial system. The Home Affordable Modification Program sought to reduce debt burdens on underwater homeowners (Fleming 2012) . Beginning in 2007, Congress adopted a series of policies known as the Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP), designed to assist neighborhoods that were severely affected by concentrated foreclosures. Under the program, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) awarded grants to state and local governments and qualified non-profits to support activities such as acquisition and rehabilitation of foreclosed properties, redevelopment of affordable housing, demolition of blighted structures, land banking, and homebuyer assistance. NSP's objective was to mitigate the impact of foreclosures on hard-hit neighborhoods and communities through reducing the stock of distressed properties, removing visual blight and sites of crime, and signaling to residents that the neighborhoods were capable of improvement. Totaling $6.9 billion across three rounds of funding, NSP was the largest effort to address the impact of foreclosures on neighborhoods and was a substantial influx of resources for many local communities.
In this paper, we examine production outcomes from the second round of NSP (hereafter, NSP2). NSP2 was designed around three distinctive features (Immergluck, 2013; Joice, 2011) .
First, the range of allowable activities gave grantees flexibility to tailor their strategies to local housing market conditions. Second, to ensure that NSP2 funds were spent quickly -as required of other stimulus programs during the Great Recession -grantees were required to expend funds within three years of the initial allocation. Third, grantees were encouraged to concentrate their investments in a few targeted neighborhoods, at sufficient scale to improve housing market outcomes. The program's relatively decentralized nature allowed grantees to pursue fundamentally different strategies in different cities-an approach that has potential benefits for program effectiveness but raises complications for evaluation. This paper presents the first systematic evidence on NSP, and makes several contributions to our understanding of the program. We begin by documenting the housing outcomes that NSP2 produced (i.e., the number, type and mix of housing units treated) and discuss how implementation strategies and outcomes varied across local grantees. Then we describe how key housing market conditionsprices, financially distressed and vacant properties, and investor activity -changed in NSP2 neighborhoods during the program's implementation period. We also outline a future research agenda and suggest feasible empirical approaches to several questions based on lessons learned about NSP's structure and implementation.
The outcome analysis presented in this paper uses administrative data on NSP2 production from 28 grantees across 19 counties, collected during an evaluation of NSP2 for HUD. Two key findings emerge from the analysis. First, local grantees took quite different approaches to NSP2. Collectively, the grantees in this study spent just over $1 billion of NSP2 funds to acquire, rehabilitate, demolish, finance, or otherwise affect approximately 6,400 housing units. Choice of activity, type and scale of housing treated, geographic concentration and expenditures per property varied widely across counties and grantee organizations. Second, census tracts targeted for NSP2 investment had poor economic and housing market conditions prior to NSP2, but generally saw improved housing market outcomes during the implementation period. Changes in specific housing indicators varied across housing markets and followed similar patterns in both NSP2 and non-NSP2 tracts in sample counties.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews prior literature to provide some context for the foreclosure crisis and for the NSP program. Section 3 provides an overview of the data and empirical methods used in the study. Section 4 presents empirical results, and Section 5 outlines a future research agenda and concludes.
Section 2)
Review of existing literature
We briefly review three relevant themes in prior literature: the impact of foreclosures on neighborhood economic and social conditions; previous studies of the Neighborhood Stabilization Program; and studies of prior federal housing policies that are similar to NSP.
2.1) Impacts of foreclosures on surrounding neighborhoods
In the wake of the foreclosure crisis, a growing academic literature has explored how foreclosures impact the value of nearby properties and neighborhood social conditions. Four mechanisms through which foreclosures create spillover effects are commonly discussed. First, the visual blight caused by poorly maintained properties may reduce the value of neighboring homes in the eyes of potential buyers. Second, completed foreclosures increase the supply of for-sale properties in the neighborhood. Third, the presence of foreclosed properties may be a negative signal to both sellers and buyers about the future stability of the neighborhood and the risk associated with a home purchase. Fourth, the lower sales prices of foreclosed or pre- (Gerardi, Rosenblatt, Willen and Yao 2012, Mian Sufi and Trebbi 2011) and have reached largely similar conclusions. The results also suggest that foreclosed properties are "contagious" (Harding, Rosenblatt, and Yao, 2009) , producing a series of negative spillover effects of increased foreclosures throughout the surrounding neighborhoods.
2.2) Assessments of the Neighborhood Stabilization Program
Relatively little research on NSP has been done, likely because the first two rounds of funding have only recently been completed. In addition to the HUD-sponsored evaluation, the research so far consists of two working papers and one policy report produced for HUD. Ergungor and Nelson (2012) housing prices in NSP clusters do not really differ from other neighborhoods, the probability that housing prices in an NSP cluster fall in the upper half of the distribution would be 0.5.
2.3) Effectiveness of similar federal housing policies
Relative to previous housing and community development policies, NSP2 is difficult to categorize neatly. Like traditional public housing or many urban renewal programs, funds were targeted directly at places, rather than "people-based" programs that target individual households, such as Section 8 voucher holders. However, the broad goals and flexible set of activities allowed under NSP2 overlap with at least three different categories of prior policies:
blight removal, development and/or rehabilitation of affordable housing, and homebuyer assistance. Below we briefly recap some of the previous federal policies applicable to each of those goals.
Blight removal through large-scale demolition has been undertaken in various forms prior to NSP2, from the controversial urban renewal programs of the 1940-1960s (Jacobs 1961 , Wilson 1963 , Teaford 2010 , to more recent iterations such as HOPE VI and the exercise of eminent domain. In each case, the goal was to improve neighborhood quality and property values through removing "blight" -often a vaguely defined term and subject to differing interpretations. Urban renewal and eminent domain have been used to demolish both residential and commercial structures, often privately owned properties. HOPE VI was more narrowly targeted, applying only to federally subsidized public housing properties. Empirical research on the effects of these programs -especially HOPE VI -on neighborhood economic conditions has produced mixed results (see, for instance, Abt Associates 2003; Griswold et al 2014; Zielenbach and Voith 2010; Pooley 2014) . No consistent patterns are observable from these studies on housing market outcomes such as housing prices, vacancies, and crime rates. NSP2 differs from these previous blight removal policies in two important ways. First, demolition conducted under NSP2 primarily targeted single-family houses that were vacant following foreclosure. Second, most grantees using NSP2 for demolition did not replace the blighted structures, and generally expected that the cleared land would remain vacant for some time.
The majority of NSP2 funds were used for rehabilitation and/or development of affordable housing -a goal of many prior housing programs, including public housing, Low
Income Tax Credits (LIHTC), and the Community Development Block Grant program (CDBG).
Again, a notable difference between NSP2 and these earlier programs is that most of the NSP2 funds for rehabilitation or redevelopment produced scattered site, single-family detached houses, while LIHTC and CDBG are frequently used for larger multifamily structures. Several papers have found positive price spillovers from development and rehabilitation of medium-to-large federally subsidized multifamily housing properties in New York City (Ellen et al 2007; Ellen and Voicu 2006; Schwartz et al 2006) . Research from other cities has found mixed results on LIHTC developments (Baum-Snow and Marion 2009), CDBG (Galster et al 2004; Pooley 2014) , and housing rehabilitation sponsored by local non-profits (Smith and Hevener 2011) . These studies vary in geographic area and methodology as well as programs studied, making it difficult to draw consistent conclusions about the effectiveness of publicly-funded housing rehabilitation.
Relatively few grantees used NSP2 purely as a housing finance tool, either for multifamily development or homebuyer assistance. Programs such as CDBG and HOME can be 
Section 3) NSP2 overview and study design
This study uses data collected during a recent HUD-sponsored evaluation of NSP2 to assess the program's production outcomes. Researchers collected administrative data from a sample of NSP2 grantees, interviewed key program staff at the grantee organizations and, together with several secondary data sources, analyzed these data to learn how NSP2 was implemented, how outcomes and implementation varied across grantees, and how local housing markets changed during program operation.
3.1) NSP2 overview and study goals
All three rounds of NSP were intended to improve housing market outcomes for NSP2 funds were awarded to 56 grantee organizations operating in 133 counties across 27 states. More than half the grantees were local public agencies, such as city/county housing and redevelopment agencies, who used NSP2 funding within their primary political jurisdictions.
Four state governments (Massachusetts, Michigan, Ohio, and Oregon) were responsible for administering NSP2 across multiple localities within the state. The remaining grantees were non-profit organizations; most of these also implemented NSP2 in a single location, but four large non-profits (Center for Community Self-Help, Chicanos Por La Causa, Habitat for Humanity International, and The Community Builders) created national consortia that worked in multiple cities and states.
This analysis seeks to understand how NSP2 was implemented in different market contexts and how housing markets in NSP2 neighborhoods changed over time. Specific research questions include:
1) What type and quantity of housing investments were made by NSP2 grantees? How spatially concentrated were NSP2 investments?
2) How did implementation strategies and production outcomes vary across local areas?
3) What housing market conditions prevailed in NSP2 neighborhoods prior to program implementation, and how did conditions change over time?
Data for the analysis was collected from 28 grantee organizations working in 19 counties.
The counties were selected to offer diversity in underlying housing markets (i.e. price levels and trends, composition of the housing stock), and to include large grant recipients who represented the bulk of NSP2 funds ( Property-level data on housing transactions (obtained from Core Logic) are used to identify properties that were sold and their sale price, whether properties were purchased by an investor or owner, and properties in financial distress. These data include all residential properties with a recorded transaction between January 2000 and February 2013. Sales prices were drawn from arms-length transactions of one-to-four family properties and condominiums.
To measure the prevalence of financial distress in NSP2 targeted areas, we construct an aggregate count of all properties in any stage of distress. A property enters distress with a foreclosure filing (also referred to as notice of default or lis pendens) and remains in distress until it is sold to a new owner-occupant or investor owner. This may occur prior to foreclosure, at the foreclosure auction, or after the property becomes REO. The buyer name on property transaction records was also used to determine the percent of housing sales in which properties are purchased by an investor rather than an owner-occupant. 
3.3) Empirical methodology
The first part of the analysis focuses on housing production outcomes from NSP2: the types of activities pursued by grantees, the number of housing units affected, NSP2 dollars expended, spatial concentration, and the timing of investments. These descriptive statistics are presented in a series of cross-tabulations and graphs, aggregating the administrative data collected from grantees. NSP2 outputs are tabulated at the property level and at the neighborhood level (census tract). We are particularly interested in geographic variation in activity types, production levels, expenditures, and spatial concentration.
To measure the concentration and neighborhood scale of NSP2 investments, we construct two metrics. First, we calculate the number of NSP2 properties and value of NSP2 expenditures for each census tract with any NSP2 investment. Second, we calculate a nearest neighbor index for each NSP2 property (Clark and Evans, 1954; Fischer and Harrington, 1996) . The index is essentially an average distance from each property to its five spatially closest NSP2 properties, with increasing index values indicating greater average distances or lower spatial concentration.
The index is constructed as shown in Equation 1. dij is the pairwise distance between each NSP2
property (i) and all other NSP2 properties (j).
The second part of the analysis examines housing market conditions for census tracts that received NSP2 investment. We begin by summarizing pre-NSP2 housing market conditions (prices, structure types, sales volume, and investor purchases), indicators of housing market distress (vacancies and financially distressed properties) and population characteristics. NSP2
tract conditions are compared to non-NSP2 tracts in the sampled counties. As intended by HUD and Congress, NSP2 investments were made in tracts with highly distressed housing markets and weak fundamentals-low income and educational attainment, housing prices, and homeownership rates-prior to intervention. However, because NSP2 funds were limited, and grantees were encouraged to concentrate their investments, not all initially distressed tracts received NSP2 investments. For descriptive purposes, we divide non-NSP2 census tracts in the sample counties into two groups based on the median housing price in 2008 (during the recession but prior to NSP2 implementation). The large majority of NSP2 tracts had prices below median value in their counties, so we would anticipate that the trajectory of housing markets in NSP2
tracts would more closely follow that of other lower-value tracts. To illustrate the volatility of housing markets during the past 15 years, and show the different trajectories of NSP2 tracts and the two groups of non-NSP2 tracts in different housing markets, we present data on four housing indicators during the boom and bust years and during NSP2 implementation period. This allows us to observe whether NSP2 tracts follow generally similar time trends to other low-value tracts, and whether low-and high-value tracts behave differently over time. 
Section 4) Results
NSP2 was intentionally designed to be flexible, so that grantees could tailor their approaches to local housing market conditions and organizational expertise. Not surprisingly, therefore, approaches to and outcomes from NSP2 vary considerably across local grantees with some discernable patterns across broad housing market types. Variation is apparent in activity type, production scale, per-property expenditures, and spatial concentration. Also in accordance with the program's design, tracts that received NSP2 investments had initially weaker housing markets and economic conditions than typical tracts in sample counties. In general, NSP2 tracts saw improved housing market outcomes during the program's implementation period, as did non-NSP2 tracts in the sample counties. The differences across activities in production volumes and per-property expenditures are shown in Table 2 . Acquisition and rehabilitation accounted for 36 percent of all NSP2 properties treated, but 64 percent of NSP2 expenditures. Demolition accounts for 44 percent of properties, but only 3 percent of funds. Most grantees doing demolition did not purchase the property prior to demolition, which reduced the costs relative to acquisition and rehab, and the labor and materials costs in demolition is generally less expensive that than required for rehabilitation or redevelopment. Together, rehabilitation and demolition make up 80 percent of NSP2 properties and two-thirds of expenditures. Land banking was the least frequently used activity, and standalone financing was also relatively scarce. The final column in Table 2 shows the average perproperty cost by activity type. Not surprisingly, redevelopment -which sometimes involved removal of an existing structure as well as new development -had the highest cost per property, at $375,000, followed by acquisition and rehab ($290,000), and multiple activities (often a combination of demolition and redevelopment, at $228,000/property).
The most fundamental part of grantees' strategy -what activities to undertake -varied consistently across housing market types (Table 3) . In Sand States, acquisition and rehab was the dominant activity, both in share of properties (76%) and share of funds expended (73%). In
Declining counties, more than three-quarters of NSP2 properties were demolitions, but redevelopment and rehabilitation together accounted for more than half of all spending. Comparing the per-property expenditures across market types also reveals some interesting patterns. Redevelopment was the costliest activity in all markets. Costs per property ranged from $300,000-400,000 in three of the market types, but were around $1.3 million per property in the East Coast. Most of the redevelopment occurred in Kings County (Brooklyn), which is one of the most expensive housing markets in the U.S., and the properties were mostly multifamily structures. Acquisition and rehab costs were also highest in East Coast counties, while Declining counties had the lowest per-property rehab costs -unsurprising given average housing values in Detroit, Cleveland, Little Rock, and Lansing. Demolition was the lowest cost activity in all markets, but even that varied from under $10,000 per property in Declining markets to nearly $30,000 per property in Cook County (the only East Coast county to undertake demolition).
Among the 19 counties sampled, rehab and redevelopment activities focused mostly on one-to-four family structures (Table 4) . 6 This is particularly pronounced in the Sand States, where 88 percent of NSP2 properties were in one-to-four family buildings. East Coast grantees used NSP2 funds to rehab and redevelop a more diverse building stock, with about one-third of NSP2 properties composed of one-to-four family buildings, 28 percent multifamily structures, and 19 percent condominiums.
An important difference in program design between NSP1 and NSP2 is NSP2's emphasis on concentrated investment. Whereas NSP1 resulted in small amounts of funding being spread over spatially dispersed areas, NSP2 encouraged grantees to spend sufficient funds in targeted areas to achieve a scale of intervention that could halt the downward spiral. Based on the nearest neighbor index, spatial concentration of NSP2 properties varies considerably across the four market types (Figure 1 ). NSP2 investments were most concentrated in Declining counties; 60 percent of NSP2 properties were located within 0.1 miles of five other NSP2 properties, and over 90 percent within one-quarter mile. Concentration also was fairly high among East Coast and
Moderate counties, where about 75 percent of NSP2 properties were within one-quarter mile of five other properties. But Sand States properties were more dispersed: fewer than half of NSP2
properties were located within one-quarter mile from the five nearest NSP2 properties.
7
Other indicators of scale are the number of NSP2 properties and expenditures per census tract (because tracts were used to define eligibility, this is our definition of "neighborhood"). In the 19 counties selected for analysis, 862 census tracts-about 10 percent of all tracts in those counties-received some NSP2 investment. To put the size of NSP2 investments in context for the size and value of NSP2 tracts, Table 5 shows the average number of NSP2 properties, divided by total housing units in the tract, and the average NSP2 investment, divided by tract median housing price. 8 Across all housing markets, 5.4 properties per 1000 housing units (i.e., about 0.5 percent of houses) received NSP2 funding, with total NSP2 expenditures equivalent to 25 times the median housing price. NSP2 tracts in Declining counties had the largest relative investments, with tracts in Sand States and East Coast counties seeing the smallest investments.
7 Nearest-neighbor indices that measure the distance from NSP2 properties to both NSP1 and NSP2 properties have very similar distributions, because NSP1 investments were considerably more dispersed across space. Results available upon request from authors. The relatively small scale of NSP2 per census tract reduces the likelihood that NSP2 will have measurable impacts on tract-level housing markets for the average treated tract.
Because NSP2 was part of the overall economic stimulus, and because a goal of the program was to provide immediate support to hard-hit neighborhoods, grantees had a fairly short window during which to obligate the funds -a challenge compounded by the difficulty of acquiring properties in various stages of financial distress. Therefore, we only observe the performance of housing markets for a short period of time after implementation of most NSP2 investments.
4.2) NSP2 neighborhoods had weak but improving housing markets
NSP2 grantees targeted their investments to census tracts that had weaker housing markets and more signs of economic distress prior to NSP2 than other tracts in the same county (Table 6 ). In 2008, housing prices in NSP2 tracts were less than half those in non-NSP2 tracts (about $150,000 per housing unit relative to $310,000), although price appreciation during the housing boom was similar in NSP2 and non-NSP2 tracts. 9 NSP2 tracts had greater prevalence of properties in any stage of mortgage distress (the inventory of properties in a tract that had received foreclosure notice, completed a foreclosure sale, or in REO). About 58 properties per 1,000 housing units were in some stage of distress in NSP2 tracts, compared with 32 properties 9 All dollar values are adjusted to constant 2012 values, using the CPI for all urban consumers, by census region.
per 1,000 in non-NSP2 tracts. The vacancy rate in NSP2 tracts was substantially higher, as was the prevalence of investor purchases. Some of the differences in housing outcomes can be explained by differences in population characteristics. On average, NSP2 tracts had lower median household incomes and lower educational attainment (higher share of residents with only high school degrees). They had larger shares of black and Hispanic residents and slightly lower population density. Although the housing crisis hit neighborhoods in central cities as well as those in suburban or exurban locations, within the 19 sample counties, tracts that received NSP2 investment were more likely to be in central cities. These descriptive statistics suggest that grantees did indeed focus their NSP2 investments in low-income tracts with distressed housing markets, which the program was intended to serve.
To illustrate the volatility of housing markets over the past 15 years, The exhibits provide additional evidence that NSP2 investment went into tracts with lower home values, more distressed properties, and more investor activity (implying lower homeownership rates), compared with high-value tracts within the same counties, but were generally similar to low-value tracts that did not receive NSP2 investments.
The Changes in the prevalence of investor activity show more variation across housing market types than across low-and high-value tracts (Figure 10 ). The East Coast counties saw nearly 50 percent growth in investor (non-owner-occupant) purchases, more than double that in Sand States and Moderate counties. Investor purchases stayed essentially unchanged across all tracts in Declining counties. Across all housing market types, investor purchases grew more among the higher-value tracts (although from a lower base), which is consistent with investors seeking properties that would produce more rental income or were more likely to generate future capital gains.
This paper presents simple comparisons of housing market indicators between NSP2 and non-NSP2 tracts across different market types, but we do not address whether NSP2 had a causal impact on these indicators. A few caveats should be kept in mind. The graphs combine tracts across several counties, which may obscure different patterns even among counties that shared broadly similar rates of housing price appreciation and construction prior to the Great Recession.
As the box-plots show, there was considerable variation in rates of change within each group of tracts. Finally, this analysis does not take into account other factors at the tract level that may be correlated with both NSP2 activity and housing market indicators, such as other federal or local public efforts aimed at housing recovery, or the relative strength of the private housing market recovery. The study finds that across 19 sample counties, grantees used NSP2 funds to invest in more than 6,300 properties. About half of these properties represent newly developed or renovated properties that will be available to low-income households. There were substantial differences in grantee approaches and outcomes across housing markets, with Declining market counties using NSP2 funds to demolish blighted and abandoned properties, Sand State grantees focusing on acquisition and rehabilitation, and East Coast and Moderate grantees undertaking mixed approaches. Expenditures per property and spatial concentration also varied by geography. The scale of NSP2 investments at the census tract level were generally quite small.
Spatial concentration was fairly high in Declining and East Coast markets, less so in the Sand
States. Tracts receiving NSP2 investment had weaker initial housing markets than typical tracts in the same counties, but generally saw similar rates of improvement during the recovery period.
This paper presents the earliest evidence on NSP2, but we anticipate that, as more data become available, additional research will investigate the implementation, outcomes and impacts of the program. The complexity of NSP -especially the variation in strategies and outcomes across localities -creates both challenges and opportunities for such research. Based on our initial findings, we outline several topics of interest for further study and suggest some useful empirical approaches and caveats.
The diverse approaches and outcomes suggest several lines of inquiry focused on analyzing program implementation. Specific research questions of interest include: how did grantees develop initial strategies? How and why did strategies change over time? What were challenges to implementation, and how did grantees meet those challenges? What factors explain variations in outcomes and expenditures? In particular, it would be valuable to understand how much of the variation in strategies, outcomes and expenditures can be explained by economic factors, such as differences in housing prices or competition from investors, and how much is due to institutional or organizational factors, such as the grantees' expertise, staff capacity, or organizational structure. These questions lend themselves both to qualitative approaches, such as in-depth interviews with staff at grantee organizations, and statistical analysis of the relationship between local housing markets and quantifiable production outcomes (units completed, expenditures, time to completion). Comparing strategies and outcomes across multiple sites for the large non-profit organizations that worked in several counties would be one useful approach to distinguish between locally varying and invariant factors.
Another set of questions could focus on the impacts on NSP2 on local economic and social conditions. Outcomes of interest include housing prices, property distress, vacancies, housing tenure, crime, and population characteristics. The main challenge to conducting largescale statistical analysis of NSP2 impacts is that --unlike previous federal housing programs such as Moving-to-Opportunity -there is no "average" NSP treatment; therefore, it will be hard to find an average treatment effect. Because of this, analyses of smaller local areas are more likely to yield informative results than pooling large numbers of counties together in regressions.
Moreover, the analysis should attempt to measure the type and quantity of NSP2 investments completed in a local area. Two particular challenges arise: the appropriate geographic scale of the analysis and the time frame during which impacts might become apparent. Although NSP2 was conceived of as an intervention that could alter census tract-level housing markets, the scale of investment in the average NSP2 tract raises questions about whether tracts will be too large to observe any mitigating impact of NSP2 properties. One approach would be to focus on the subset of NSP2 tracts that received large scale investments, either large volumes of single-family properties or those tracts in which NSP2 was used to rehab/redevelop larger multifamily buildings. Alternatively, researchers could examine NSP2 impacts at smaller levels of geography, using event-history methods for individual property transactions near NSP2
properties. The latter approach is also complicated by thin volumes of arms-length sales during much of the implementation period, so may only be feasible for a few NSP2 counties.
Similarly, future research should attempt to measure both short-term and longer-term impacts of NSP2. It is not obvious a priori when positive spillovers from NSP2 are likely to begin. If the negative effects of foreclosure are only mitigated once the vacant property has been completely rehabbed (redeveloped) and reoccupied, then impact analysis will need to occur after a sufficient window of time has passed after the completion of NSP2 properties. On the other hand, if NSP2 begins to improve neighborhood perceptions at early stages, for instance with the acquisition of a foreclosed property, or the beginning of rehabilitation, there will be more likelihood of observing spillovers to nearby property markets concurrent to program implementation. The time frame of the current analysis may be too early to detect the effects of NSP2: the most recent outcomes described in the study were measured when nearly 27 percent of the property investments were not complete or had just been completed. Moreover, many grantees viewed NSP2 as a complement to their longer-term neighborhood revitalization strategies. Approximately half of the study grantees reported purposely targeting areas with longstanding distress, and almost all grantees reported that they chose areas to coordinate with other community development activities (including NSP1 and NSP3 and CDBG). Viewed through this lens, it is likely too early to draw conclusions about the impact of NSP2 investments on neighborhood revitalization outcomes. Indeed, the literature on neighborhood revitalization suggests that altering the outcomes of distressed neighborhoods requires concentrated investment over a multiyear time frame (Pooley, 2014; Galster et al., 2006; Galster et al., 2004) . Examining neighborhoods that received not only NSP2 funding, but other investments such as CDBG, either before or after NSP2, would allow researchers to test for longer-term impacts of neighborhood revitalization. 
